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The purpose of this study was to determine how parents in two different socio¬
economic environments view the effective school correlates. More specifically, the
study sought to determine if there were significant differences in the perceptions of
low socio-economic parents and high socio-economic parents of students in eight
metropolitan Atlanta middle schools regarding the effective school correlates:
(1) Clear School Mission, (2) Safe andWell Ordered Learning Environment, (3) High
Expectations for Success (4) High Morale, (5) Effective Instructional Leadership,
(6) Quality Classroom Instruction, (7) Frequrait Monitoring ofStudent Progress, and
(8) Positive Home-School Relations. The dependent variable is effective schools.
The research population consisted ofparents from eightmetropolitan Atlanta
middle schools in low and high socio-economic environments. Data were gathered by
questionnaire. Data analysis indicated that there were differences found between low
socio-economic parents and high socio-economic parents in their perceptions of the
effective schools correlates.
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During the late 1970s and 1980s, the recurring theme in education was the call
for effective schools. Effective schools, educators contended, were those possessing a
safe, orderly and pleasant learning atmosphere.
The Effective Schools movement can trace its roots to the late Ronald
Edmonds, a researcher and educator from Harvard University, one of themovement’s
leading advocates. This movement began in the mid-1970s, when a group of
researchers including Lawrence Lezotte,Wilbur Brookover and Ronald Edmonds
began to study why some schools are effective and some are not. The product of the
efforts of those school pioneers, developed a line of research which sought to
demonstrate that variance between schools does make a difference in the achievement
of students (ERS, 1983). Their research concluded that effective schools are those
which produce a high level ofachievement for all students, regardless of family
backgroimd. Furthermore, the research indicated that when schools were matched
based on student background characteristics, there was a direct correlationwith the
changes in student achievement and school management, processes, instruction and
climate (Sarrunons et al., 1995).
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Edmonds (1981) research showed effective schools that shared a climate where
all personnel had to be instructionally effective for all pupils. Effective schools for the
black and poor had a climate of expectation where all children were permitted to learn;
they were orderly without being rigid, quiet without being oppressive and conditions
were conducive to learning.
According to Brookover (1996), schools that are effective provide low socio¬
economic students with educational experiences leading to high levels ofachievement.
These schools have all the problems typically associated with low-achieving students
(economic disadvantages, lack of reading materials in the home, a high rate of
imemployment, welfare and single-parent homes, ghetto neighborhoods, black English
rather than standard English, and parents with little education), yet the students still
exhibit high achievement.
Since its inception, the effective schools movement has influenced school
systems throughout the country. It has steadily grown and emerged as one of themost
respected ways of assessing school improvement (Murray, 1995). It was so r^pected
that the state ofNew York established, through the New York State Educational
Department, an Effective Schools Consortium to use effective schools research to plan
and carry out reform and to improve student achievement throughout the state ofNew
York School System.
Over the past decades the body of research on effective schools indicates that
every school can improve the quality of education for all students, including poor and
minority children, by taking concrete steps to incorporate a set of characteristics
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identified by research as being present and essential in schools with successful track
records. These characteristics are also referred to as correlates.
Effective Schools Correlates
Between 1970 and 1998, the results of a number of studies on effective schools
have yielded several correlates ofeffective schools. Depending on the study, as many
as fourteen characteristics ofeffective schools have been identified. In an early study
of four urban elementary schools which provided effective instruction to children
fi"om poor neighborhoods, Weber (1971) found that all four schools shared these
important characteristics: (1) strong leadership, (2) high expectations for all students,
(3) an orderly environment and (4) firequent evaluation ofpupil progress. However,
ten years later, Ron Edmonds (1981) identified five effective schools correlates. They
included: (1) strong instructional leadership, (2) clear instructional focus, (3) positive
school climate, (4) high expectations, and (5) measurements of student achievement.
Since Edmonds’ five correlates were advanced in 1981, a number ofother correlates
have also been advanced by various researches.
The following effective schools characteristics were developed from a study by
Amn and Mangieri (1988): (1) clear academic goals, (2) high expectations for
students, (3) order and discipline, (4) rewards and incentives for students, (5) regular
and fi’equent monitoring ofstudent progress, (6) opportunities for meaningful student
responsibility and participation, (7) teacher efficacy, (8) rewards and incentives for
teachers, (9) concentration on academic learning times, (10) a positive school climate.
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(11) administrative leadership, (12) a well-articulated curriculum, (13) evaluation for
instructional improvement, and (14) community support and involvement.
In their research studies which focused on identifying the characteristics or
correlates that make school effective, Levine and Lezotte (1995) identified the
following characteristics: (1) productive school climate and culture reflecting shared
values, (2) a focus on student acquisition of central learning skills, (3) appropriate
monitoring of student progress, (4) practice-oriented staff development at the schools
tie, (5) outstanding leadership, (6) salient parent involvement, (7) effective
instructional and organizational arrangements, (8) high operational expectations and
requirements for all students and (9) multi cultural instruction and sensitivity.
In his manual. Creating Effective Schools, Brookover (1996) identified eleven
characteristics to produce a learning climate in which students would master certain
academic skills and knowledge regardless of their socioeconomic orminority
backgrotmd. They are: (1) preparation for in-service, (2) an effective school
learning climate, (3) expectations for learning, (4) changing the organization,
(5) grouping and tracking, (6) effective instruction, (7) academic engaged time,
(8) school discipline and classroom management, (9) cooperative mastery learning,
(10) reinforcing achievement and (11) assessing student and school performance.
A review of the findings of these studies will reveal that effective schools
researchers, over the past two decades, have developed strikingly similar
characteristics for fostering school reform and improving student achievement. All
studies included: (1) high expectation for students, (2) orderly supported learning
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environment, (3) effective administrative leadership and (4) community support and
involvement. The effective schools correlates utilized in this study were identified by
O’Neal (1987). They were chosen because they closely adhere to those used by the
school system in which the study will be conducted. They are: (1) clear school
mission, (2) safe and well-ordered learning environment, (3) expectations for success,
(4) high morale, (5) effective instructional leadership, (6) quality classroom
instruction, (7) monitoring student progress, and (8) positive home-school relations.
It has long been a policy of the Atlanta school system to use the effective school
correlates to accomplish the system’s goals and objectives. Each school in the system
has the responsibility ofdeveloping a plan for improving student achievement through
the use of the effective school correlates. Although all correlates are to be
implemented on a continuous basis, three are identified and concentrated on each
school year. Plans of action are developed in each school to ensure that measurable
results are achieved for the identified correlates. They are; (1) high expectations and
high standards for all children, (2) supportive learning environments, and (3) strong
relationships with families and communities. In addition to utilizing effective schools
correlates to improve schools, the school system is presently involved in the
implementation phase of a strategic planning initiative which began in 1996. By
combining the expertise of educators, staff, parents and the community, these
commonly agreed-upon priorities for improving schools were advanced.
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Background of the Problem
Effective schools researchers have identified numerous factors that are
correlated with improved school achievement. Among these is low socio-economic
parents who seem to be the least likely to acknowledge their presence in the schools in
their respective communities. They felt their schools were inferior and the social and
educational climate of their schools did not foster an atmosphere ofhigh academic
achievement, nor did they feel welcomed, respected, heard or needed. These parents
were of the perception that all negative occurrences were based on their socio¬
economic status and the location of their schools.
The study developed fi'om the writer’s participation in an urban school system’s
Parent, Teacher, Student Association (PTSA) workshop. While networking with
parents at this workshop, it appeared those parents firom schools in low socio¬
economic communities were of the opinion that there was a difference in the quality of
leadership, instruction, safety and total education received in their community as
compared to schools in high socio-economic communities. Those parents gave the
schools in their community very lowmarks and indicated they would send their
children to a different school if they had a choice. It appeared that these parents were
not aware ofquality instructional programs existing throughout the system, with
resources and materials being distributed equitably among all schools, regardless of
the school’s location. Parents at the workshop had little or no knowledge of the
effective schools correlates that are employed by the system to improve student
achievement.
Regardless of socio-economic status, parents should actively support their
schools and work to improve them. Through their involvement they should look for
information about the school’s objectives and assessment procedures used in helping
the children learn. Themore parents know about their school, the better able theywill
be to help their children learn and improve the school.
The relationship between school climate and family involvement is reciprocal;
each one feeds the other in a cyclical pattern. In a positive school climate that
encourages family involvement, the parents’ perceptions of the school improve
(Epstein, 1994). Evidence from the 28* Gallup Poll on Public Education shows a
strong connection between parent and family involvement in schools and children’s
academic achievement, attendance, attitude, and continued education. However,
families may not become involved ifthey do not feel that their input is taken seriously.
Educators sometimes are reluctant to have parents involved in decision-making roles
with the school (Elam, 1990). This is because some administrators are not secure
enough in their roles to allow shared governance in their schools.
A Gallup Poll (Elam, 1990) asked parents if they were satisfied with the amount
ofparticipation they had in their children’s school. Fifty-nine percent said they
wanted a greater voice in the way school funds were allocated; 53% wanted more say
in course offerings; 46% wanted more say in hiring administrators; and 60% wanted
feedback on school reform initiatives. A report by Epstein (1994) shows that parents
are more likely to participate in schools if they receive information from school
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administrators pertaining to the total school and from teachers about classroom
activities and the progress of their children.
The research literature has identified factors ofeffective schools. One would
contend that because they have been identified through empirical research, school
personnel would use them as a guide to encourage family involvement and improve
parents’ perceptions of schools. Indications, based on information firom the school
reform initiative, tend to show, however, that this is not the case. The problem of this
study, therefore, is to see if these indicators which relate to effective schools can be
used as measures ofparents’ perceptions of their existence in the schools in their
communities.
Statement of the Problem
The problem of this study is to determine ifthere is a difference in the
perception of low socio-economic school parents and high socio-economic school
parents on the presence of certain correlational characteristics that have been identified
by researchers as being essential to effective schools.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it introduces parents fix)m different socio¬
economic levels to the concept ofEffective Schools and the various components of
that knowledge base. By sharing the information ofthis study with our research and
evaluation and staffdevelopment branches, it will also provide educators with data
thatmight be used to establish a fi-amework and create a base in which various school
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climate and academic achievement projects could develop. Itwill establish priorities
upon which the school improvement team could act. The findingsmight assist parents
in developing an imderstanding ofwhat can be addressed at the building level and
what should be forwarded to the central office. The findings might also provide the
central office opportunities to contribute to the planning process.
This study is also significant because it will enable parents to rate their
perceptions on the existence of certain correlational characteristics that have been
identified as vital to successful school programs.
Research Questions
The research questions which emerged fi’om the research problem are listed
below:
1. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of a clear school
mission in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
2. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of a safe and
well ordered learning environment in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
3. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofhigh
expectations for learning in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
4. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofhigh morale
in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
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5. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofeffective
instructional leadership in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
6. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of quality
classroom instruction in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
7. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of frequent
monitoring of student progress in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
8. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofpositive
home-school relations in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
9. Is there a difference in the educational level ofparents in low socio¬
economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
This chapter presents a review of selected literature related to the central
concept of the study. This review discusses effective schools research and the factors
present in effective schools. It fiirther discusses and gives an overview of each of the
effective school correlates as they relate to school improvement.
The Effective Schools Research Movement
Since themid-1970s the effective schools movement has become the focus of
increasing numbers of researchers in their quest for the identification and analysis of
instructionally effective schools. Levine and Lezotte (1995) traced the effective
schools movement to several major factors. The first of these involved the reaction of
many educators toward the pessimistic appraisals of schools effect on student
achievement, stemming fi-om James Coleman’s 1966 report, "Equality ofEducational
Opportunity."
These studies maintained that the principal determinants ofachievemait lie
outside the school’s control. According to Coleman (1966) the school brings little
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influence to bear on a child’s achievement that is independent ofhis background and
social context.
The Coleman report conveyed the conclusion that home environment variables
were most important in explaining variance in achievement levels on all racial and
regional groups, and that school facilities and curriculum were the least important
variables. Although the report was intended to stimulate remediation measures, the
perception that came forth was that principals and teachers could not do much for
children who came from low socio-economic environments. Coleman’s conclusion
that the determinants of student achievement lie outside the control of the schools,
with schools powerless to compensate for the effects of non-school factors, was
unacceptable to many researchers.
Those early researchers who set out to disprove Coleman’s conclusions
included Dr. James Comer, a Yale psychiatrist and another pioneer GeorgeWeber, a
New York City educational researcher. Under those effective schools pioneers, a line
of research developed which sought to demonstrate that differences among schools do
make a difference in the achievement of students.
The research indicated that when schools werematched on student background
characteristics, differences in the student achievement levels of the schools
corresponded with differences in school management, processes, instruction, and
climate. Coleman eventually revisited his thinking in a second report fifteen years
later, after a body of effective schools research had documented the positive impact
that schools could make in the lives ofpoor and minority children.
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Throughout the seventies and continuing through the eighties, effective school
studies appeared that counteracted the Coleman Report of 1966, particularly in
reference to the urban poor. The elementary studies by Wilbia* Brookover and
Lawrence Lezotte, George Weber and Ronald Edmonds established five characteristics
present in schools that seem to have a significant effect on student achievement
(Stringfield & Herman, 1996). According to Edmonds (1979), those characteristics of
effective schools are: the leadership of the principal which gives substantial attention
to the instructional process; an instructional focus which is imderstood by the teaching
staff and uses instructional objectives to guide the learning activities; an orderly
climate that is safe and conducive to teaching and learning; teachers who have high
expectations of their students; and the use ofevaluation as a means of feedback for
instructional improvement.
Weber’s study was conducted in four inner city schools which included New
York, Los Angeles and Kansas City. The result pointed toward the school as the
determinant of success in third grade students’ reading achievement. The results
showed that reading ability of students fi’om schools in low socio-economic
environments was similar to those of students in average income schools.
Observations revealed that in successful schools there was a decided emphasis on
reading carefully and firequent evaluation ofpupil progress; and a pleasant, orderly and
quiet atmosphere.
Ronald Edmonds (1981) School Improvement Project defined school
effectiveness by scores on city-wide reading achievement tests. City-wide rankings of
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the reading test were used to differentiate highly effective schools from less effective
schools. The researcher found the following in highly effective schools: teachers
reported effective grade and school-wide coordination; teachers reported that the
principal made regular administrative response to teacher difficulties; teachers
reported useful facultymeetings with opportunities for staff interaction on curriculum
matters; and teachers reported effective communications with their principals, and an
orderly school learning climate was in their schools.
The Florida Successful Schools Project (1994) paralleled the Weber’s 1971
study. It found that schools with high concentrations of students from low-income
families face tremendous challenges inmeeting state educational goals for student
performance, learning environment and school safety. Nevertheless, some high
poverty schools do better than state averages. These schools are characterized by
higher smdent achievement, fewerminority students, more support staff and lower
suspension rates. The effective school correlates that provide the greatest contrasts
between high and low achieving schools are safe and orderly learning environment,
instructional leadership and high expectations for students.
Terry B. Grier’s (1994) study revealed that in nine schools that made
significant gains in reading and mathematics that the principal demonstrated the
following behaviors: high concern for instruction; regularly reviewed and discussed
instructional programs with teachers; assumedmajor responsibility for instructional
program; and assumed responsibility for instructional program coordination.
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The effective school research has proven to be an effectivemeans for fostering
student achievement and for school improvement. It is not however a cure-all nor has
it gone without its detractors. The effective schools research has received some
criticism which centers aroimd the research methodology. Criticism which have been
leveled against research’s use of a narrow definition of school effectiveness and the
use of standardized tests as the sole measure of effectiveness. Critics claim this
approach ignores the variety of school goals and yields invalid and unreliable
measurements. Rather than a single dimension approach, critics suggest assessing a
variety ofdomains, including the attainment ofadministrative, racial and emotional
objectives (Hallinger & Heck, 1996).
The basis forjudging effective schools is somewhat narrow, largely based on
student outcomes on standardized tests in basic skill areas. The data usually focus on
inner-city, elementary schools, and when suburban secondary schools are included, it
is often unclear to what extent the findings apply to different schools by social-class
setting or grade level (Lunenburg & Omstein, 1991).
Clear School Mission
How can schools bring the effective schools process to fibition? The first step
is for the school to define its mission, the primary purpose for its existence (Becker,
1992). This is best accomplished by bringing together people with a stake in the
school and having them write amission statement.
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It is a good place to begin because the activity can be completed in a relatively
short time (Tirozzi, 1992). The activity requires the involvement of the total staff as
well as parents and students. The mission statement should serve as the driving force
for instructional improvement.
Research has shown that schools are more effective when staffbuild consensus
on the aims and values of the school, and where they put this into practice through
consistent and collaborative ways ofworking and ofdecision-making. For example,
Lee, Bryk and Smith’s (1993) review of literature concerning the organization of
effective secondary schools points to the importance of a sense ofcommunity "such
elements of community as cooperative work, effective communication and shared
goals have been identified as crucial for all types of successful organizations, not only
schools.” Others have reached similar conclusions concerning primary schools (e.g.
Mortimore et al., 1993). While the extent to which this is possible is partly in the
hands of the principal. It also relates to broader features of schools which are not
necessarily determined by particular individuals.
Most studies of effective organizations emphasize the importance of shared
vision in uplifting aspirations and fostering a common purpose. This is particularly
important in schools which are challenged to work towards a number ofdifficult and
often conflicting goals, often under enormous external pressure (Levine & Lezotte,
1995). Both school effectiveness research and evaluations of school improvement
programs show that consensus on the values and goals of the school is associated with
improved educational outcomes (Stoll & Fink, 1994). Rutter et al. (1996) stressed that
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the atmosphere of a school ”will be greatly influenced by the degree to which it
functions as a coherent whole" and they found that a school-wide set ofvalues was
conducive to both goodmorale and effective teaching. Similarly, Edmonds (1981)
emphasized the importance of school-wide policies and agreement amongst teachers in
their aims. Unity ofpurpose, particularly when it is in combination with a positive
attitude towards learning and towards the pupils, is a powerful mechanism for
effective schooling. Hallinger (1996) has also highli^ted the need for clear, public
and agreed upon instructional goals.
Mission statements may differ widely among schools, districts, and states.
Althoughmany reiterate some or all of the effective schools correlates. According to
Becker (1992), amission statement can be as pithy as that of the East Detroit,
Michigan Public Schools: "All children can learn," or it can be all encompassing as
that of the Norfolk Virginia Public Schools:
The focus is on teaching and learning and the belief that all children
can learn; the principal is a strong administrative and instructional
leader; the teachers hold high expectations for students in a caring,
goal-oriented environment; the acqtiisition of essential skills takes
precedence over all other school activities; frequent and thorough
monitoring ofpupil performance is required; community
involvement is to be actively sought; and human, physical and
fiscal resources are to be equitably distributed among the schools
and tailored to students’ needs.
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A clear school mission was one of the practices leading to success in high
poverty schools identified through the content analysis report firom the onsite visits to
successful Title I Schools in Florida (1996). The 1995-96 report, "A Close Look at
Successful Schools" states that a clear school mission should include the following;
1. Staff exhibits and readily talk about a strong belief that each child can
learn.
2. The school mission is child focused.
3. The school mission is imderstood and bought into by faculty, students and
the community.
4. Schools use a variety ofmethods ofdisplaying/demonstrating the school
mission- mottoes, t-shirts, posters, buttons, and displays.
5. School advisory councils are involved as an integral part of the ongoing
planning processes for educational change.
6. School staffknow about and are using their school improvement plans.
7. Staff internalize the need for planning and involving the "client" population
(students, teachers, parents, commvinity) in all processes.
Safe and Well Ordered Learning Environment
Successful schools are more likely to be calm rather than chaotic places. Many
smdies have stressed the importance ofmaintaining a task-oriraited, orderly climate in
schools (Coleman et al, 1993). Mortimore (1993) also pointed to the encouragement
of self-control amongst pupils as a source ofa positive ethos in the classroom, and the
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disadvantages ofhigh levels ofpupil noise andmovement for pupil concentration.
What the research in general show is not that schools becomemore effective as they
becomemore orderly, but rather that an orderly environment is a prerequisite for
effective learning to take place. Creemers (1994) also reports on Dutch research by
Schwietzer which concluded that an orderly atmosphere aimed at the stimulation of
learning was related to students’ academic achievement. Themost effective way of
encouraging order and purpose amongst pupils is through reinforcement ofgood
practice of learning and behavior.
This factor refers to the maintenance of an orderly, work-oriented school
environment and classroom discipline. It is based on the premise that a school cannot
function unless all teachers, students and administrators work together. Disruption of
the learning process cannot be condoned (Lunenburg & Omstein, 1991). A
disciplined environment is a worthwhile goal for every school. In such an
environment, the school itself is seen as a commtmity. Community is the tie which
bonds teachers and students together with a shared vision and values (Sergiovanni,
1994).
There appears to exist a direct correlation between discipline and learning in a
school community. School learning requires the disciplined efforts of students in a set
ofbehavior that includes attendance to classes, preparation to take part in class
activities, and completion ofwork (Brookover et al., 1996).
Seriousness ofpurpose among students is one way to define a learning climate.
It means that students work steadily toward clear goals. For some students, the goal is
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being admitted to college; for others, it is mastering the skills needed for entry-level
jobs (Brophy, 1996).
Ronald Edmonds (1981) defined a positive school climate as the extent which
the whole environment supports the primary purpose of the enterprise in other words,
an environment in which teachers can teach and students can learn. The characteristics
that make up a positive environment are many: the school ought to be safe, orderly,
clean, quite pleasant, unoppressive, and in good repair. Any distractions that interfere
with classroom learning should be minimizai and to the extent possible, eliminated
(Becker, 1992).
Schools with negative school climates can take steps to improve it, as Jim
Sweeny (1994) has noted in his list of 10 steps to a winning school climate:





6. A sense of family





Several researchers tended to view school climate in terms of the quality of the
environment within an organization. Organizational climatemay be expressed by
such adjectives as open, bustling, warm, easy going, informal, cold, impersonal,
hostile, rigid and closed (Lunenburg & Omstein, 1991).
Other researchers have defined climate within schools in terms of the effects
on student achievement. Edmonds (1981) stated that effective schools share a climate
in which it is incumbent on all personnel to be instructionally effective for all pupils.
Brookover (1996) clearly identify that attitudes and values that establish the social
climate within a school also have a direct impact upon how people (students and
teachers) perform. That is to say, if the atmosphere provides a supportive and fiiendly
community climate and the physical environment is clean and attractive, it will be
conducive to quality teaching and learning. The literature suggests that every school
should have a written code of conduct that defines its specific and acceptable behavior.
Within the same document procedures and consequences should be defined. In
addition, during administration of the code, students should be told why they are being
disciplined. Rutter (1996) and others, strragthen the support for this coirelate. Becker
(1992) suggests that standardizing operating procedures are charactraistics ofhighly
reliable organizations.
Edmonds (1981, p. 40) emphasized the need for a consistent disciplinary
policy as a major contributor. Edmonds said, "Adults in the school, are responsible for
managing the students. To accomplish this they must get together, agree on the rules
that govern the school and enforce these rules all the time."
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One way to head offdiscipline problems before they surface is to keep the
school in exceptional physical conditions at all times (Becker, 1992). A school in
disordo*may send a subconscious message ofneglect thatmay be detected by
teachers, children, parents and the community.
Expectation for Success
Positive expectations ofpupil achievement, particularly among teachers but
also pupils and parents, is one of themost important characteristics of effective
schools (Levine, 1993). However, care is needed to interpret the relationship between
expectation and achievement, since the causal process can run in the reverse direction,
with high achievement enhancing optimism amongst teachers. However, the weight
of the evidence suggests that if teachers set high standards for their pupils, let them
know that they are expected to meet them, and provide intellectually challenging
lessons to correspond to these expectation, then the impact on achievement can be
considerable. In particular, low expectations of certain students have be«i identified
as an important factor in the under-achievement of students in disadvantaged tuban
schools (OFSTED, 1993).
A large number of studies and review articles in several countries have shown
a strong relationship between high expectations and effective learning. High
expectations have also been described as a "crucial characteristic ofvirtually all
unusually effective schools described in case studies," (Levine & Lezotte, 1995,
p. 25). The important factor for teaches to be concerned with is low expectations go
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hand in hand with a sense of lack of control over pupils’ difficulties and a passive
approach to teaching. High expectations correspond with a more active role for
teachers in helping pupils to leam and a strong sense ofefficacy (Mortimore, 1994),
The role ofexpectation in student learning is a frequently discussed topic in the
effective schools literature. Research on expectations has firmly established that
students for whom teachers have low expectations receive less academic work, less
rigorous work and are judged against lower standards. Teacher expectations about
poor and minority children were ofparticular concern to the founders of the effective
schools movement (Walker, 1996).
According to James Comer (1993, p. 15), "there are some teachers and
administrators who don’t believe these kids can leam. There are parents who resent
these attitudes but feel at themercy of these teachers and administrators who feel their
kids can’t leam." In addition, Comer felt it was incumbent on schools to address that
group ofkids. Expectation for success is what effective schools are all about.
Historically, Black parents’ expectations differed fix)m those of their white
counterparts. Black parents placed greater emphasis on academic instmction and saw
learning to read as proper for preschoolers, as appropriate places for this to occur.
Black parents have an anguished relationship with the public schools because these
institutions have so consistently failed to teach their children basic skills and they fear
that the school will undermine their own child rearing values (Dantley, 1990).
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TeachCTs describe effective schools as good places for both students and
teachers, where everyone seems to value learning. Teachers were aware of and had an
understanding of their administrator’s expectations (Berliner & Casanova, 1990).
It should be evident to everyone concerned that all school staffs have high
expectations for student success. It has been clearly established that students are
successful when everyone in the school expects success and reinforces that beliefon a
daily basis. To support high expectations, each school must have a clear set ofgoals
and objectives. These goals and objectives must be known to all who work and leam
in that setting. The goal setting process is a means ofmaking improvements, not just
accepting the status quo (Joyce, 1991).
High Morale
Morale refers to the amount of importance a school places on its human
resources. Measures ofjob satisfaction includes feelings ofwell-being, absenteeism,
turnover, and the like. The higher themorale and the lower the absenteeism and
turnover, the higher the job satisfaction in the organization (Lunenberg, 1991).
Many teachers describe a positive school climate as one that allows them to
feel a sense ofownership in the school and one in which they are treated as
professionals (Glasser, 1993). When viewed through Maslow’s Hierarchy ofNeeds,
teachers’ morale is high when they receive recognition for their efforts and
performance and share in making decisions in their school’s operations. According to
a report by the Educational Research Service, researchers most often perceived high
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staffmorale among better performing schools. Teachers seemed more satisfied with
their role and more often voiced a preference to continue working in their particular
buildings rather than transfer elsewhere.
Some studies reported high faculty morale in underachieving schools.
Brookover (1996), in fact concluded firom one analysis that teacher satisfaction and
morale were actually higher in sampled declining schools than improving schools.
They attributed higher morale to a pattern of complacency and satisfaction with the
current levels ofeducational attainment. The staff involved with improving schools
were consideredmore likely to experience some tension and dissatisfaction with the
existing situation.
An analysis of teachermorale is often linked to the behavior of the principal.
In schools where the principals interferedwith their classroom decisions, teachers
reported an attitude of cynicism or did not caremuch about the school or their
classrooms (Glasser, 1993).
The following suggestions were developed by Terry B. Grier (1994) to help
school administrators improve staffmorale.
1. Use praise to recognize exemplary behavior.
2. Rotate faculty meeting locations.
3. Empower teachers.
4. Recognize group accomplishments.
5. Create a "bragging wall" in the faculty lounge.
6. Select a faculty member of the month.
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Effective Instructional Leadership
Defining strong leadership is like trying to describe the taste ofan orange.
There are asmany definitions as there are thinking people (Becker, 1992). The
American Association ofSchool Administrators asked its members to define strong
instructional leadership. In a random survey the organization received a host of
responses, all ofwhich reflected some important aspect ofeffective instructional
leadership.
Academics and practitioners have grappled with defining the elements of
strong instructional leadership in ways thatmight help others acquire it. Warren
Bennis and Burt Nanus (1985, p. 51), both professors at the University ofSouthern
California specializing in leadership and management instruction summed up
leadership as follows: "Leadership is like the Abominable Snowman, whose footprints
are everywhere but who is nowhere to be seen.
Leadership is not simply about the quality of individual leaders although this
is, of course, important. It is also about the role that leaders play, fiieir style of
management, their relationship to the vision, values and goals of the school, and their
approach to change. Effective leadership is usually firm and purposeful. Although
case studies have shown isolated examples of schools where the central leadership role
is played by another individual, most have shown the head teacher (or principal in
American studies) to be the key agent bringing about change inmany of the factors
affecting school effectiveness (Gray, 1990).
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The research literature shows that outstanding leaders tend to be pro-active.
For example, effectiveness is enhanced by "vigorous selection and replacement of
teachers" (Levine & Lezotte, 1995), although research in Louisiana (Stringfield &
Teddie, 1993) emphasized that thismainly takes place in the early years of a
principal’s term or of an improvement drive. Once a staffhas been constituted that is
capable ofworking together towards effectiveness, staff stability tends to be resumed
in effective secondary schools. Interim results reported by Sammons et al. (1995) also
suggest that in effective schools, heads place a great emphasis on recruitment and also
point to the importance of consensus and unity ofpurpose in the school’s senior
management team.
Many researchers including Ronald Edmonds, consider the first of the five
correlates of the effective school to be the results ofeffective leadership. The school
administratormust recognize and accept the responsibility ofbeing a strong and
effective leader. School administrators who are effective leaders are able to work with
efficiency and get along with a variety ofpeople (Calabrese, 1991). The effective
administrator is one who has a clear vision ofwhat should be done but, what is more
important, knows how to get high performance out of all types ofpeople in all kinds of
circumstances.
Effective administrators have clearly informed visions ofwhat they want then-
schools to become, visions that focus on students and their needs. Supervisors who
are effective, with a clear vision, have goals that typically include finding ways to
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meet the learning needs of students, helping teachers adjust, and raising test scores in a
specific content area (Sammons, 1995).
Looking at what students have to say about administrators can help educators
understand what children’s needs are and how those needs can be effectively met at
the school level. Although children have received little attention in effective schools
research literature, their comments are highly descriptive and sometimes insightful
about the principal’s role (Carlson, 1991).
The principals whom students find to be helpful create and maintain a safe and
orderly environment, enhance students’ self-esteem, and help students grow
academically. Students expressed a clear preference for principals who counsel and
mediate, who listen to their ideas and evaluate that information before meting out
punishments (Comer, 1993). David L. Clark reviewed 97 studies ofurban school
achievement and made the following conclusions about principals: "Principals are
crucial in determining school success. Their influence is felt through the attitudes they
breed and themotivation they impart in creating a climate ofachievemrait. Successful
schools establish clear goals and carry out staffdevelopment as a result of the
principal’s leadership" (McCurdy, 1984).
In the effective schools model, the school principal is a pivotal figure with
diverse and important responsibilities. James Sweeney (1994) a professor at Iowa
State University attempted to synthesize research on specific leadership behaviors




2. Setting instructional strategies
3. Providing an orderly school atmosphere
4. Frequently evaluating pupil progress
5. Coordinating instruction
6. Supporting teachers
Sweeney (1994) agreed that effective schools have principals who provide
strong instructional leadership, demonstrate a commitment to academic goals, and
consult effectivelywith others. Prahaps the strongestmessage about leado^p to
emerge from the effective schools literature is the need for the building administrator
to be an instructional leader (Lezotte, 1994). Almost every single study of school
effectiveness has shown both primary and secondary leadership to be a key factor.
Gray (1990, p. 209) has argued that "the importance of the leadership is one of the
clearest of the messages from school effectiveness research." He draws attention to
the fact that no evidence of effective schools with weak leadership has emerged in
review of effectiveness research.
Classroom Instruction
The primary purposes of schools concern teaching and learning. These would
appear to be obvious activities in an effective school but research suggests that schools
differ greatly in the extent to which they concentrate on their primary purpose.
Stedman (1995) noted that school effectiveness is clearly dependent upon effective
classroom teaching. Similar conclusions about the importance of teaching and
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learning at the classroom level are evident in reviews by Scheerens (1992), Mortimore
(1993) and Creemers (1994). A number of studies have shown correlations between
focus on teaching and learning and school and teacher effectiveness. In some cases
this focus has been defined inn terms ofothermeasures of the school's concentration
on the actual process of learning and on achievement. It is clearly vital for schools and
teachers to focus on the quality as well as the quantity of teaching and learning which
takes place.
"The acquisition of essential skills takes precedence over all other school
activities" is the mission statement of the Norfolk, Virginia Public Schools. If the
purpose of schools is teaching and learning, then instruction should be the hub around
which all activities of the school revolve (Becker, 1992). An effective school is one
that has an imwavering focus on instruction, understood and accepted by anyone in the
school environment.
The primary task of school is developing effective schools with clear
identification and specification of ii^tructional goals and objective. Themastery of
the basic cognitive skills should be amajor part of the goal (Brookover et al., 1996).
Student achievement is defined as the amount ofavailable information present
in an individual which reflects the degree of success ofpast learning experiences.
According to Brophy (1996), the emphasis on student achievement is characterized by
teachers who develop management strategies thatmaximize instructional time, pace
students throu^ the curriculum materials based on their knowledge of students’
characteristics.
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Reed and Grier (1992) have identified the fact that clearly defined curricular
that engage a planning process to define and prioritize goals and objectives, and
sequences and organized content to facilitate optimal student learning, is truly
important. Further, the content should be reviewed by teachers for accuracy and
appropriateness and modified to increase effectiveness. Finally, continuity across
grade levels should be one of the top priorities by teachers. In regards to the planning
process, Brookover et al. (1996), point out that the individual school should be the
appropriate place for curriculum planning. Others such as Sizer (1992) and
Rosenshine (1995), suggest that involvement of teachers collectively can promote
common purpose and effective change.
Presently, we assess student achievement and teacher performance but not the
instructional programs that underlie both. Instructional program improvement is the
heart of school improvement. There can be no doubt that the improvement of
instructional programs causes improvement in student achievement. To ensure
widespread and enduring gains in the performance of students, a powerful and long¬
term commitment to improve curriculum and instruction is required.
The improvement of instructional programs causes not only better student
achievement but higher staffmorale, better discipline, and higher expectations.
Indeed, the correlates (with the exception ofmonitoring student progress) are less the
causes ofeffective schools and more the effects or results (Walker, 1996).
An increasing body of literature has identified a series of school factors that
distinguish between effective and ineffective schools as measured by student
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achievement. Many schools have demonstrated success in teaching students from
affluent families but have not done so well in teaching students from lower
socioeconomic status families (Sizar, 1992). In studying school learning climate,
Brookover (1996) used amodel, the School Learning Climate Program, that was used
in schools with students from all types of family backgrounds. The program creates a
climate in which students achieve academically, regardless of socioeconomic
background. Wilham Glasser (1993), in his book. The Quality School Teacher.
observed that in a classroom where there are strong, friendly feelings among students
and teachers, there is quality work. He added that quality work can only be achieved
in a warm, supportive learning environment.
Effective schools researchers generally steer clear ofdictating particular
instructional methods or strategies. Becker (1992) states, "the methods should be
determined by the school, andmay vary according to participants, subject matter, and
classroom objectives." A teacher’s approach in the first periodmay well be put aside
in the second period as student’s needs change. TheNational Governor’s Association
Task Force on Education agrees that all students need a rigorous and challenging
curriculum that teaches thinking, problem solving, and application ofknowledge.
Decisions about how, where, and when teaching and learning best take place should be
made largely at the local school level.
Experts disagree about whether the effective schools movement, it its call for
instructional focus, has placed to much emphasis on basic skills and not enough on
such higher order skills as reasoning and analysis. Stedman (1992) argues that too
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much drill and practice occiirs in effective schools and little attention paid to how
reading skills are used either to obtain and process information or to gain pleasure. In
A Place Called School. John Goodlad states that all levels of schooling, curricular
sameness characterizes the topical organization, textbook content, and the things
tested. The emphasis is on recall, not problem solving or inquiry.
Monitoring ofStudent Progress
Frequent and systematic monitoring of the progress ofpupils and classes by
itself has little impact on achievement, but has been shown to be an important
ingredient of the work of an effective school. Levine and Lezotte (1995) recognized
monitoring of student progress as a factor often cited in effective schools research but
argued that there has been little agreement about defining the term or providing
guidance for practice. They also pointed to a number of studies that have shown that
some schools waste time ormisdirect teaching through too fi-equent monitoring
procedures. In their list of effective school correlates they use the phrase "appropriate
monitoring" in view of the need formore work on the form and fi-equency of its use.
Effective schools developed systems for carefully and continuously evaluating
pupil progress. The role ofassessmrait in effective schools lu^ been fi-equently
debated. Researchers have criticized the effective schools movement for using paper
and pencil tests as the key measure of school effectiveness (Berlinger, 1995).
According to the 1996 report, A Closer Look at Successful Schools, the
following factors were identified as common in monitoring progress student progress
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in effective schools. Schools use systematic method ofkeeping track of student
progress, using teams of teachers to review student progress and implementing
continuous progress analysis and examination. Teachers believe thatmonitoring
student progress is an integral part ofa school’s success. Teachers share with other
teachers problems with student progress in joint efforts to find solutions. Teachers use
portfolios to show the progress of individual students. Teachers usemultiple methods
ofdocumenting student progress. Schools provide fi'equent feedback to parents on the
academic progress of the students.
In a caring and supportive school climate, firequent monitoring of student
academic achievement is in place rather than waiting for semester examinations or
annual tests to show results. Frequentmonitoring allows for necessary direction and
reteaching for students to learn at their own pace (Brookover et al., 1996). Student-
managed progress also proves a viable avenue to bring about academic success
(Glasser, 1993). Teachers describe effective schools as good places for both students
and teachers, whCTe everyone seems to value learning. Teachere wctc aware ofand
had an understanding of their administrator’s expectations (Berlinger, 1996).
In effective schools, monitoring is an ongoing process (Calabrese, 1991).
There must be a clear emphasis on achievement as well as evidence of individual
growth in basic skills. Teachers need to have control over instructional decisions and
be keenly aware of their responsibilities for monitoring student progress.
Accountability is a responsibility of each teacher in each classroom (Stringfield &
Teddie, 1993).
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It should be evident to everyone concerned that all school staffs have high
expectations for student success. It has been clearly established that students are more
successful when everyone in the school expects success and reinforces that beliefon a
daily basis (Furcon, 1996).
To support high expectations, each school must have a clear set ofgoals and
objectives. These goals and objectives must be known to all who work and learn in
that setting. The goal-setting process is a means ofmaking improvements, not just
predetermined patterns. Teachers should match the pre-defined objectives with
student performance. They should look at assessment and diagnosis as a way to not
onlymonitor student progress but to examine the effectiveness of their instructional
methods. Changes should be based on student performance and alignment between
the tests and curriculum should be done in a systematic way (Topping, 1992).
Home - School Relations
The concept ofparraital involvanent in educationmay not be new to
educational researchers, school administrators, or teachers, but few parents are familiar
with the latest research. Even ifparental instincts tell them they should be acquainted
with their child’s school activities, they are probably tmaware that research supports
their belief; they need teachers and administrators to encourage their participation
(Carlson, 1991). Parents should be treated as collaborators in the educational process;
they should be encouraged to comment on school policies and to share in the decision¬
making in the school. Parents are increasingly viewed as a vital ingredient in the
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successful literacy development of their children. Many parents today are unaware of
how important they are in their children’s education. Parents should be constantly
reminded and encouraged to take part in every facet of their children’s education that
is available to them (Redding, 1991).
Those now infamous "soccermoms" -- a phasemade popular during the 1996
presidential campaign-know that if they want their sons and daughters to succeed they
have to show up at games and support the team. Well, research confirms what our
common sense already tells us: children whose parents and families are involved in
their education learnmore. In other words, we need more "school moms" ... and dads
(Cummins, 1997).
The possibilities appear endless when parents and educators join in paitnership
to help schools becomemore successful. It seems logical that parent involvement
should be a part of every aspect ofthe total school. According to the 28* Annual
Gallop Poll (Elam & Stanley, 1996), parents should especially be involved in the
procedures used to assess the effectiveness of the schools their children attend.
A crucial factor in children’s schooling is the impact of the parents’ attitudes
toward school. The home enviroiunent has been shown to have a direct influence on
increasing affective, behavioral, and cognitive learning (O’Brien, 1991). The home
has a significant impact onmotivation, self-concept, and the use ofout-of-school time.
Researchers have found that a broad set ofparental activities linking school and homes
are positively correlated with student achievement (Coleman, 1994).
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Schools with effective parent involvement include parents in the assessment of
needs, resources, and performance. In effective home-school relations parents
understand and support the basicmission of the school and are made to feel that they
have an important role in achieving this mission (Epstein, 1995).
Effective schools research generally shows that supportive relations and
cooperation between home and schools have positive effects. Coleman et al. (1993)
have drawn particular attention to the benefits of schools fostering parents’
involvement in their children’s learning. The question ofwhether higher levels of
parental involvement have an impact is a difficult one, since it can mean amultitude of
things in different contexts and there are likely to be marked differences between
primary and secondary schools in the nature ofparental involvement. The particular
ways in which schools encourage good home-school relations and foster parents’
involvement with their children’s learningwill be affected by pupil’s age and marked
differences are likely to be identified between primary and secondary schools.
Mortimore’s (1993) junior school study found positive benefits when parents
helped in the classroom and with school trips, where there were regular progress
meetings, where there was a parents’ room and where the head teacher had an "open
door" policy. Interestingly, they found a negative effect for Parent Teacher
Associations, and suggested that thismore formalized type ofparental involvement
was not sufficient in itself to engender involvement and in some cases, could present
barriers to those not within the "clique." Topping (1992) showed that parental
involvement in reading had more effect than an extra teacher in the classroom.
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Epstein (1995) and D’Amico (1995) have also drawn attention to the value ofparental
involvement in reading projects in primaiy schools. It has been known for a long time
that parent involvement, particularly in support of the instractional program,
strengthens success among their children. Effective Schools literature suggests that
procedures for involvement must be clearly communicated and information related to
helping children with learning should be provided. Brookover (1996), Levine and
Lezotte (1995) are among the contributors to this literature. Helping with homework
is also an integral part of this correlate.
Providing for a systematic set ofrewards and incentives based on pre-defined
objective standards can increase the effectiveness of classroom learning. When it is
consistent and parents are informed about their children’s success, students will strive
towards improvement (Sammons, 1994).
Parental involvement is often highly correlated with socio-economic factors,
and concern that highlighting it as an important factor might unfairly pass
responsibility for effectiveness to parents partly explains why some researchers have
avoided defining ormeasuring it. However, the studies did control for socio-economic
intake. Interestingly, at least one study has shown that parental involvement can be
more effective in schools enrolling more poor or work class pupils.
Although the developers of the effective schools movement stress that the
quality ofhome environment is no excuse for relegating certain groups of students to
an inferior education, this does not mean that they have ignored evidence
demonstrating the enormous influence ofparents on the education of their children
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(Becker, 1992). Effective Schools researchers embrace parents as important cogs in
the school improvement process and that parental involvement can serve as a
tremendous asset.
According to Becker (1992) nothing changes until parents and students get
involved. Parents can and must help their children learn, parents cannot be let off the
hook just because they are poor, have to work or do not have transportation.
To offset negative perceptions ofpublic school effectiveness, parents should be
made aware of the school’s priorities. Parents should be invited to become active
participants in certain, ifnot all, aspects of the school’s program. Parents should
believe in and support the school’s goals and objectives (O’Brien, 1989).
Epstein (1995) showed that parental presence in the school buildings, and
participation in committees, events and other activities all had positive effects on
achievement. On the other hand, Brookover and Lezotte (1995) foimd no support for a
relationship between parental involvement and effectiveness. More recent work on
school improvement by Coleman et al. (1993) and Coleman (1994) has drawn
attention to the importance ofpositive and supportive teacher, student and parait
attitudes for the development ofpupil responsibility for learning.
Summary
As already noted, numerous studies bearing on school effectiveness were
produced in the 1970s and 1980s, and innumerable schools and districts have initiated
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more or less systematic efforts to draw on or utilize this literature to improve the
effectiveness of their educational programs.
Studies and practices have shown that research-based and data driven school
improvement plans aremost effective in improving studrait achievement. Effective
schools research also tell us that a good plan for school improvement grows out of the
school and the school system in which itwill be used. When embarking on a project
to improve schools, the attention should be focused on one’s own school. At the same
time, one cannot afford to lose sight ofwhat is going on elsewhere (Lezotte, 1989).
This review ofthe literature offers a wide variety ofopinions and research on
what constitutes effective schools. However, themost important aspect is still student
achievement. Already, too many students are failing and dropping out because our
schools are failing them. Given the demographic changes we look forward to in the
next decade, their numbers will grow unless our schools rethink their goals and reform
their practices. If sustained school improvement is to take place, itwill take place
school by school, system by system, with the support of the school boards and
superintendents.
The effective schools research has clearly indicated that schools do indeed
matter, that teachers do make a difference, and that all kids can learn. The striving for




In this chapter the researcher examines the relationships among the variables of
the study, gives operational definitions, and develops and states null hypotheses. The
independent variables in the study are low socio-economic and high socio-economic
parraits’ perceptions of the effective schools correlates, and the dependent variable is
effective schools.
The assumption in this study was that parents, regardless of socio-economic
status, are aware of the characteristics that make schools better, and that, ifgiven the
opportunity, they can determine if these characteristics are present in the schools in
their communities.
Independent and Dependent Variables
The independent variables consist of the following effective schools correlates:
(1) Clear School Mission, (2) Safe andWell Ordered Learning Environment,
(3) High Expectations for Success (4) HighMorale, (5) Effective Instructional
Leadership, (6) Quality Classroom Instruction (7) Monitoring Student Progress and
(8) Positive Home-School Relations. The dependent variable is effective schools.
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The independent variables are the perceptions of low socio-economic school
parents and the perceptions ofhigh socio-economic school parents regarding the
presence ofthe effective school correlates in selected schools.
Definition ofVariables
The variables are operationally defined as follows:
1. Effective School Correlates refers to those characteristics present in
schools, which produce high levels ofachievement for all students, regardless of
socio-economic status.
2. Effective instructional leadership refers to the behavior of the school
administrator in terms of their style ofmanagement, their relationship to the vision,
values and goals of the school, and their approach to change (Gray, 1990).
3. Clear mission statement refers to concise and public agreed-upon school¬
wide policies, aims, values, and instructional goals (Edmond, 1981).
4. High expectations for success refers to a school culture that insists on
everyone giving his/her best, where high standards are set for pupils to meet or exceed
(Levine, 1993).
5. High SES schools: a school where, on average, 20% of the students come
from high SES households and about 65% come from middle SES households;
smdents eligible for free or reduced price lunch range between 25% and 55% (Council
for School Performance Report, 1996-97).
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6. Low SES schools: a school where, on average, 55% of the students come
from low SES households and students eligible for free or reduced limch range
between 75% and 100% (Council for School Performance Report, 1996-97).
7. Monitoring student prouress refers to using test and other alternative
assessmentmethods to diagnose student problems and evaluate their progress, as well
as using test results to set ormodify school goals (Lunenburg, 1991).
8. Morale refers to the attitude reflective ofaccomplishment, a willingness to
perform tasks and feel good about such performances (Lunenburg, 1991).
9. Positive home-school relations refers to parmerships which connect
families and schools to help children succeed in school and in their future (Epstein,
1995).
10. Quality classroom instruction refers to the emphasis placed on student
achievement by teachers who develop management strategies thatmaximize
instructional time and pace students through the curriculum materials based on their
knowledge of studait’s characteristics (Brophy, 1996).
11. Safe and well-ordered learning environment refers to the extent to which
the whole environment supports the primary purpose ofthe enterprise. In other words
an environment in which teachers can teach and students can leam; an environment
void of violence (Edmonds, 1981).
12. Educational level refers to the amount of formal education achieved by the
parents completing the survey in this study.
Limitations of the Study
There are few absolute measures in education. This smdy, therefore, has the
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following limitations in statistical scope and intent:
1. The population consisted ofparents from eight AtlantaMiddle Schools
during the 199S-99 school year. No inferences or conclusions should be
drawn beyond the population composition or time line for the study.
2. Themajor threat to external validity was the inherent weakness in the use
of a rating scale. There was the possibility of the inclusion of the rater’s
biases and perceptual problems which are a part of subjective judgment.
3. The ability of the raters to comprehend the indicators used in the study.
Null Hypotheses
The research hypotheses are stated in the null form.
H,: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
a clear school mission in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
Hj: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
a safe and well ordered learning environment in low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools?
H3: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
high expectations for learning in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
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H4: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
high morale in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
H5: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception ofthe presence of
effective instructional leadership in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
H^: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
quality classroom instruction in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
H7: There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
fi-equent monitoring of student progress in low socio-economic schools
and high socio-economic schools?
Hgi There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
positive home-school relations in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
H9. There is no significant difference in the educational level ofparents in
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
A Study of Parents’ Perceptions of the Presence of
Effective Schoois Correiates in High SES and

























The purpose of this investigation was to conduct a correlational study to
determine if there is a difference in the perception of low socio-economic school
parents and high socio-economic school parents on the presence of certain
characteristics that have been identified by researchers as being essential to effective
schools.
This chapter presents a description of the setting, a description of sampling
procedures, a description of the instrument, and statistical analyses.
Research Design
This is a quantitative study which utilized quantitative descriptors to analyze
the responses ofparents to the questions on the questionnaire, comparing the
perceptions of the presence of the effective school correlates. The population for this





The Atlanta Public Schools include 97 regular day schools with 59,000
students in grades K through 12. Seventy elementary schools have students in full day
kindergarten through grade five. Sixteen middle schools serve students in grades six,
seven, and eight. Eleven high schools offer programs for students in grades nine
through twelve. There are 16 middle schools in the Atlanta system, 8 (50%) ofwhich
have been selected to be used in this study. Four are designated as low socio-ecoomic
schools and four high socio-economic schools. These schools are located on opposite
ends of the socio-economic spectrum.
The schools are listed alphabetically with schools designated high socio¬
economic assigned alphabets A through D and schools designated low socio-economic
E through H. The eight middle schools involved in the study have the following
population, race, gender and students eligible to receive fi'ee or reduced lunch
breakdown.
The eight schools that were not selected for the study are designated middle
socio-economic schools. These schools are located in the middle of the socio¬












A 479 288 79 29 3 7 885 423 462 326
54.1% 32.5% 8.9% 3.3% 0.3% 0.8% 47.8% 52.2% 36.8%
B 467 244 2 9 1 7 730 366 364 279
64.0% 33.4% 0.3% 1.2% 0.1% 1.0% 50.1% 49.9% 38.2%
C 959 1 1 0 0 0 961 471 490 525
99.8% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 49.0% 51.0% 54.6%
D 1.028 2 0 0 0 1.032 514 518 567
99.6% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 49.8% 50.2% 55.0%
E 598 2 0 0 1 0 601 334 267 647
99.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0,0% 55.6% 44.4% 107.7%
F 705 17 5 3 0 0 730 390 340 745
96.6% 2.3% 0.7% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 53.4% 46.6% 102.1%
G 546 2 4 3 0 0 555 276 279 550
98.4% 0.4% 0.7% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 49.7% 50.3% 99,1%
H 1,006 6 2 0 0 0 1,014 515 499 963
99.2% 0.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50,8% 49.2% 95.0%












I 1,030 0 1 0 1 1.032 521 511 670
99.8% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 50.5% 49.5% 65.0%
J 965 .4 4 0 975 517 458 755
99.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 0.2% 53.0% 47.0% 77.4%
K 598 0 0 .1 0 599 310 289 466
99.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 51.8% 48.2% 77.8%
L 640 41 55 35 2 773 385 388 603
82.8% 5.3% 7.1% 4.5% 0.3% 49.8% 50.2% 78.0%
M 809 9 16 90 4 928 498 430 775
87.2% 1.0% 1.7% 9.7% 0.4% 53.7% 46.3% 83.5%
N 670 16 6 1 0 693 340 353 583
96.7% 2.3% 0.9% 0.1% 0.0% 49.1% 50.9% 84.1%
0 503 2 5 40 0 550 272 278 498
91.5% 0.4% 0.9% 7.3% 0.0% 49.5% 50.5% 88.0%
P 350 1 0 1 1 353 187 166 353
99.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 53.0% 47.0%
BL Black AS = Asian WH ='White HIS = Hispanic MR = Multi-Racial
Working With Human Subjects
This research was conducted in a manner that insured that participants involved
were not exposed to any harm. Participation in the study was volxmtary. Anonymity
and confidentiality was guaranteed by the researcher.
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Instrumentation
Data for the study were gathered utilizing a questiormaire which is an
adaptation of the O’Neals’ Effective School Inventory. The questionnaire consists of
forty items addressing the correlates ofeffective schools. It requires responses related
to parents’ perceptions concerning the existence of a variety ofgeneral characteristics
found in effective schools.
The respondents were asked to indicate the extent to which they perceive each
statement exists in the schools in their communities by using a 4-point Likert-type
scale from "always" to "never" with numerical values from 4 to 1.





Clear School Mission 1,2,3.4 4
Safe and Well Ordered Learning Environment 5,6, 7. 8 4
Expectations for Success 9, 10, 11,12,13, 14 6
High Morale 15. 16,17,18 4
Effective Instructional Leadership 19,20,21,22,23 5
Quality Classroom Instruction 23,24,25,26,27.28 6
Monitoring Student Progress 29, 30,31,32,33,34 6





A test-retest reliability with a seven day interval was performed to measxire the
stability of the items on the instrument. Correlation coefficients were calculated for
each of the items. With n = 21, the correlation coefficient values generally ranged
between .59 and .87 with the preponderance of them falling at about .79.
Data Collection
Permission was secured from the Research and Evaluation Department of the
school system and from the Principals of the eight schools in which the smdywill be
conducted. The questionnaires were distributed at Parent Teacher Student Association
(PTSA) meetings and sent home to parents by students of the eight schools.
The researcher scheduled attendance at PTSA meetings at each school in the
study. Each parent present was given a packet containing a cover letter explaining the
smdy, the questionnaire and a number two pencil. In addition. Parents were asked to
complete and return the questionnaire before leaving themeeting. Designated teaches
at each school were asked to send questionnaires home with smdents to be completed
by parents and returned to the respective school.
To guard against duplication, a letter was sent home with smdents asking
parents that have previously completed questionnaires not to participate further. They




Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to compare differences in parents’
perceptions of low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the
dependent variable ofeffective schools. Descriptive statistics were used to organize
and summarize data in the study. The Scheffe’s Test was used to identify the sub¬
samples in which significance differences are to be fovind. All data were tested for
significance at the .05 level, which is an acceptable level for educational research.
CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA
The purpose of this investigation was to conduct a correlational study to
determine if there is a difference in the perception of low socio-economic school
parents and high socio-economic school parents on the presence ofcertain
characteristics that have been identified by researchers as being essential to effective
schools. Figure 1 in Chapter III shows the relationship among the variables in this
smdy. The independent variables in the study are low socio-economic and high socio¬
economic parents’ perceptions of the effective schools correlates. The dependent
variables in this study are high SES schools and low SES schools.
This chapter presents an analysis of the data obtained firom a questionnaire
which is an adaptation of the O’Neals’ Effective School Inventory. The questionnaire
consists of forty items addressing the correlates of effective schools. The survey was
divided into eight components with statements that addressed the research questions in
this study. Equal numbers of stirveys were sent to parents of low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools. When surveys were returned, twice as
many surveys were collected fi-om the parents ofhigh socio-economic schools. Data
can be slightly skewed as a result.
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The s\irvey asked respondents to indicate the extent to which they perceive
each statement to exist in the schools in their communities by using a 4-point Likert-
type scale from "always" to "never," with numerical values from 4 to 1. The survey
provided a 4-point value for responses: 4 = always, 3 = usually, 2 = rarely, and 1 =
never.
The Population
The population for this smdy consisted ofparents from selected middle schools
in the Atlanta Public School System. Middle schools were identified as those schools
having grades 6,7, and 8. There are 16 middle schools in the Atlanta System, eight
(50%) ofwhich were selected to be used in this study. The schools were listed
alphabetically with schools designated high socio-economic assigned alphabets A
through D, and schools designated low socio-economic E through H.
Parents from the eight selected schools were asked to participate in the survey.
Parents were asked to complete questionnaires at PTSA meetings. Questions were
also sent home to parents by smdents to complete and return.
OneWay Analysis ofVariance ofParent Perception of the Correlates of
Effective Schools
Data for nine hypotheses were analyzed using a one way analysis ofvariance
(ANOVA) with a significance level of .05.
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Hypothesis 1
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
of a clear school mission in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 4 on the presence ofa clear school mission in low socio-economic







Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 244.942 1 244.942 47.417 .000
Within groups 1,151.947 223 5.166
Total 1,396.889 224
Analysis of the data yielded an £ ratio of47.417 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence of a
clear school mission in their schools.
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Table 5
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions of a Clear School Mission in Low
Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 10.3467 2.0168 .2329
High SES School 150 12.5600 2.3898 .1951
The results for Hypothesis 1 are borne out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 10.3467 compared to themean of
12.5600 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 2
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
of a safe and well ordered learning environment in low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Tble 6 on the presence of a safe and well ordered learning environment in
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools.
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Table 6





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 109.809 3 36.603 6.112 .001
Within groups 1,197.776 200 5.989
Total 1,307.583 203
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 155.725 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception of low socio¬
economic school parents and high socio-economic school parents on a safe and well
ordered learning environment in their schools.
Table 7
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions ofA Safe andWell Ordered Learning
Environment in Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 9.2533 1.8751 .2165
High SES School 150 12.6467 1.9460 .1589
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The results for hypothesis 2 are home out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lower mean of 9.2533 compared to the mean of
12,6467 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 3
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofhigh expectations for learning in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 8 on the presence ofhigh expectations in low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools.
Table 8
ANOVA ofParents’ Perception ofHigh Expectations for Success in Low Socio¬





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 722.000 1 722.000 72.925 .0002
Within groups 2,207.840 223 9.901
Total 2,929.840 224
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 72.925 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore.
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rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence ofhigh
expectations for success in their schools.
Table 9
Descriptive Statistics for Parents* Perceptions ofHigh Expectations for Learning in
Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 15.1067 2.7291 .3151
High SES School 150 18.9067 3.3346 .2723
The results for Hypothesis 3 are home out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 15.1067 compared to the mean of
18.9067 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 4
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofhighmorale in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
ANOVA was vised to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 10 on the presence ofhighmorale in low socio-economic schools








Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 401.240 1 401.240 79.523 .000
Within groups 1,120.118 222 5.046
Total 1,521.357 223
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 79.525 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence ofhigh
morale in their schools.
Table 11
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions ofHigh Morale in Low Socio-economic
and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation ErrorMean
Low SES School 75 9.5600 2.0284 .2342
High SES School 149 12.3960 2.3476 .1923
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The results for Hypothesis 4 are borne out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of9.5600 compared to the mean of
12.3960 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 5
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofeffective instructional leadership in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 12 on the presence of effective instructional leadership in low
socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools.
Table 12
ANOVA ofParents’ Perception ofEffective Instructional Leadership in Low Socio¬





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 838.564 1 838.569 65,762 .000
Within groups 2,830.860 222 12.752
Total 3,669.429 223
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 65.762 and a probability of .000
which was not significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore.
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rqected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents’
perception of low socio-econonuc schools and high socio-economic schools on the
presence of effective instructional leadership in their schools.
Table 13
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions ofEffective Instructional Leaedershin in
Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 11.8800 2.9499 .3406
High SES School 149 15.9799 3.8440 .3149
The results for Hypothesis 5 are borne out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 11.8800 compared to the mean of
15.9799 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 6
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception ofquality
classroom instruction in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 14 on the presence of quality classroom instruction in low socio¬
economic schools and high socio-economic schools.
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Table 14
ANOVA ofParents* Perception ofQuality Classroom Instruction in Low Socio





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 580.269 1 580.269 68.377 .000
Within groups 1,892.460 223 8.486
Total 2,472.729 224
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of68.377 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence of
quality classroom instruction in their schools.
Table 15
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions ofQuality Classroom Instruction in
Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 12.1467 2.7297 .3152
High SES School 150 15.5533 3.0001 .2450
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The results for Hypothesis 6 are borne out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 12.1467 compared to the mean of
15.5533 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 7
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of firequent
monitoring of student progress in low socio-economic schools and high
socio-economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 16 on the presence of fi-equent monitoring of student progress in
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools.
Table 16





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 1,384.644 1 1,364.644 118.316 .000
Within groups 2,574.639 220 11.703
Total 3,959.284 221
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 118.316 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore.
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rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence of
frequent monitoring of student progress in their schools.
Table 17
Descriptive Statistics for Parents* Perceptions ofFrequently Monitoring ofStudent
Progress in Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 13.7333 3.4887 .4028
High SES School 147 19.0136 3.3861 .2793
The results for Hypothesis 7 are borne out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 13.7333 compared to themean of
19.0136 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 8
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of
positive home-school relations in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
ANOVA was used to analyze data for this hypothesis. The results are
presented in Table 18 on the presence ofpositive home-school relations in low socio¬
economic schools and high socio-economic schools.
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Table 18
ANOVA ofParents* Perceprion ofPositive Home Relations in Low Socio-economic





Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 1,250.760 1 1,250.760 89.113 .000
Within groups 3,087.857 220 14.036
Total 4,338.617 221
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 89.113 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. The null hypothesis was, therefore,
rejected. There is a statistically significant difference in the perception ofparents of
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools on the presence of
positive home relations in their schools.
Table 19
Descriptive Statistics for Parents’ Perceptions ofPositive Home-School Relations in
Low Socio-economic and High Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation ErrorMean
Low SES School 75 13.2400 4.3663 .5029
High SES School 147 18.2585 3.3964 .2801
68
The results for Hypothesis 8 are home out in the fact that parents in low socio¬
economic schools had a significantly lowermean of 13.2400 compared to themean of
18.0136 for parents in high socio-economic schools.
Hypothesis 9
There is no significant difference in the educational level ofparents in
low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?







Square F Ratio Probability
Between groups 68,351.369 1 68,351.369 132.514 .000
Within groups 115,024.427 223 585.805
Total 183,375.796 224
Analysis of the data yielded an F ratio of 132.514 and a probability of .000
which was significant beyond the .05 level. There is a statistical difference in the
amount of formal education achieved by low socio-economic school parents and high
socio-economic school parents in their schools.
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Table 21
Descriptive Statistics on the Educational Level ofParents in Low Socio-economic and
Hieh Socio-economic Schools
Standard Standard
Group N Mean Deviation Error Mean
Low SES School 75 101.7467 14.6113 1.6872
High SES School 150 138.7200 25.8060 2.1070
The results for the research question on educational level are borne out in the
fact that parents in low socio-economic schools had a significantly lowermean of
101.7467 compared to the mean of 138.7200 for parents in high socio-economic
schools.
Summary
The purpose of this investigation was to conduct a correlational smdy to
determine if there is a difference in the perceptions of low socio-economic school
parents and high socio-economic school parents on the presence of certain
characteristics that have been identified by researchers as being essential to effective
schools. The data generated in this study were collected firom eightmiddle schools in
the Atlanta public school system. A total of 225 parents fi'om low socio-economic and
high socio-economic schools participated in the survey. All hypotheses were
statistically significant.
CHAPTERVI
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
Introduction
The major purpose of this study was to investigate the perceptions of low
socio-economic school parents and high socio-economic school parents on indicators
ofeffective schools. More specifically, the purpose was to investigate perceptual
differences between those parents on their perceptions of the presence of the effective
schools correlates in their schools. Effective schools indicators used for this analysis
were clear school mission, safe and well-ordered learning environment, high
expectation for success, high morale, effective instructional leadership, quality
classroom instruction, monitoring student progress, and positive home-school
relations. This chapter is divided into four sections: Findings, Conclusions,
Implications, and Recommendations.
Plan of the Study
This study was reported in the following format:
Chapter I, Introduction, provided an overview of the study and the significance
of the topic investigated.
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Chapter II, Review of the Literature, provided the background research on
effective schools. Effective schools and school reform have been and continues to be
of interest to researchers and educators alike. A search of the literature provided
information on all of the identified correlates of effectiveness included in this study.
Chapter III, Theoretical Framework, presented the definition ofspecific terms
used in the smdy, along with the statement of the null hypotheses. In addition, the
goal of the study and research designs were reported.
Chapter IV, Methodology and Procedures, presented the methods and
procedures that were used to conduct the study.
Chapter V, Data Analysis, reported the analysis of the collected data. The null
hypotheses and research questions were also addressed.
Chapter VI, Findings, Conclusions, Implications, and Recommendations,
presents the findings that the study yielded. In addition, conclusions, implications,
and recommendations relative to the findings are offered.
This research study sought to answer the following research questions:
1. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of a clear school
mission in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
2. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of a safe and
well ordered learning environment in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
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3. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of high
expectations for learning in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
4. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presaice ofhigh morale
in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
5. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of effective
instructional leadership in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
6. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofquality
classroom instruction in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
1. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence of frequent
monitoring of student progress in low socio-economic schools and high socio¬
economic schools?
8. Is there a difference in parents’ perception of the presence ofpositive
home-school relations in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
9. Is there a difference in the educational level ofparents in low socio¬
economic schools and high socio-economic schools?
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Findings
The findings for each of the null hypotheses are presented below.
Hypothesis 1
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence of a
clear school mission in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
The hypothesis was rejected. Based on the analysis ofvariance, there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on clear school mission.
Hypothesis 2
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
of a safe and well ordered learning environment in low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools?
The hypothesis was rejected. Analysis ofvariance revealed that there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on a safe and well-ordered learning environment.
Hypothesis 3
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofhigh expectations for learning in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
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The hypothesis was rejected. Analysis of variance revealed that there are
signiiicant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on high expectations.
Hypothesis 4
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception ofthe presence
ofhigh morale in low socio-economic schools and high socio-economic
schools?
The hypothesis was rejected. Analysis of variance revealed that there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on high morale.
Hypothesis 5
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
of effective instructional leadership in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
The hypothesis was rejected. Based on the analysis ofvariance, there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on effective instructional leadership.
Hypothesis 6
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofquality classroom instruction in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
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The hypothesis was rejected. Analysis ofvariance revealed that there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on quality classroom instruction.
Hypothesis 7
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
of firequent monitoring of student progress in low socio-economic
schools and high socio-economic schools?
The hypothesis was rejected. Based on the analysis ofvariance, there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on fiequentmonitoring ofstudent progress.
Hypothesis 8
There is no significant difference in parents’ perception of the presence
ofpositive home-school relations in low socio-economic schools and
high socio-economic schools?
This hypothesis was rejected. Analysis of variance revealed that there are
significant differences in the perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and
high socio-economic school parents on positive home-school relations.
Hypothesis 9
Analysis of variance on educational level ofparents revealed that there is a
difference in the amount of formal education achieved by low socio-economic school
parents and high socio-economic school parents.
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Conclusions
Analysis ofdata provided a perspective on the perception of low socio¬
economic school parents and high socio-economic school parents on indicators of the
presence of the correlates ofeffective schools are as follows:
The hypotheses that there is no statistically significant difference in the
perceptions of low socio-economic school parents and high socio-economic school
parents on the presence of (1) clear school mission, (2) safe and well ordered learning
environment, (3) high expectations, (4) high morale, (5) effective instructional
leadership, (6) quality classroom instruction, (7) fi'equent monitoring of student
progress, and (8) positive home-school relations were rejected. Significant differences
exist between the perceptions ofparents on all eight variables above, regarding their
presence in low and high socio-economic schools.
There was a significant difference in the amount of formal education achieved
by low socio-economic school parents and high socio-economic school parents based
on the research question of educational level.
Implications
Findings and conclusions of this study hold serious implications for school
systems and school administrators as they attempt to address the perceptions of parents
regarding the school in their respective communities.
The research revealed that all eight hypotheses showed a significant difference
between the perception ofparents firom socio-economically different schools. This
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indicates a need for system and affected schools to show that these inequalities do not
exist. One implication that comes from this study is that the system’s support staff
(P.T.A., parenting center, etc.) and school principals of low socio-economic schools
should follow the established models utilized by high socio-economic schools in
informing parents of activities and programs present in their schools.
The research further implies that parents were of the perception that all
negative occurrences at school were based on the socio-economic status of their
communities and that parents from low socio-economic schools had little knowledge
of the effective schools correlates that are employed by the system for school reform
and to improve student achievement.
Recommendations
The findings from the study indicate that in high socio-economic schools
parents’ perceptions of the variables - safe and well ordered learning environment,
high expectation, highmorale, frequent monitoring of student progress, and positive
home relations - were significantly more positive than those ofparents from low
socio-economic schools. Based on the findings of this research, in order to help
parents from low socio-economic schools change their present perceptions and
develop favorable perceptions of the identified variables, it is recommended that
executive directors and principals provide opportunities for parents to participate in
every conceivable facet of their smdent’s education; allow parents to participate in the
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decision-making process in their school so as to feel ownership; and provide input that
is seriously considered.
Other suggested recommendations:
1. School System StaffDevelopment Division implement a Principal’s
Academy for the principals of low socio-economic schools (but open to
other interested principals) that focus on the principal and parental
involvement.
2. Develop and implement a plan thatwill gamer parental support and
participation.
3. Designate a room or area for parents in each school that includes literature
about the school; provide videos of school-related activities; provide
refreshments; give parents freedom in the school environment. No areas
should be declared off limits.
Recommendations for Further Investigation
This descriptive smdy revealed that there were significant differences between
all variables. In conducting this smdy, however, it was revealed that further
investigation would provide additional insight into parent perceptions of effective
schools in the Atlanta School System. The recommendations are:
1. that the perceptions ofparents from the eight schools classified as middle
socio-economic schools be researched.
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O’NEALS’ EFFECTIVE SCHOOLS CLIMATE INVENTORY
(ESCI)
DIRECTIONS: Read each item on the survey carefully. Mark the response that best
describes your current school setting.





























1. Teachers and staff feel ownership in the school’s mission and
goals.
1 2 3 4
2. The school’s instructional goals and objectives are
communicated to staff.
1 2 3 4
3. The school’s instructional goals and objectives are
communicated to parents.
1 2 3 4
4. Professional personnel have provided input in the school’s
mission and goals.
1 2 3 4
S. The school building is comfortable. 1 2 3 4
6. School discipline policies and procedures are administered
firmly, fairly, and consistently.
1 2 3 4
7. The school building and campus are well-maintained and clean. 1 2 3 4
8. Teachers and leadership personnel together assume responsibility
for discipline in the school.
1 2 3 4
9. Professional personnel believe that all students in the school can
master basic skills as a result of the instructional program.
1 2 3 4
10. Teachers are accountable for students mastering all basic skills at
the grade level.
1 2 3 4
11. High expectations for success are communicated to staff. 1 2 3 4
12. High expectations for success are communicated to students. 1 2 3 4
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13. Expectations for professional personnel are consistent with the
goals and objectives of the school.
1 2 3 4
14. Students who do not master basic skills are remediated. 1 2 3 4
15. Decisions are made at the appropriate level in the school
hierarchy.
1 2 3 4
16. Students exhibit school spirit. 1 2 3 4
17. Professional personnel are actively involved in school decision¬
making processes.
1 2 3 4
18. Student accomplishments are recognized formally and
informally.
1 2 3 4
19. The instructional program is coordinated within and between
grades.
1 2 3 4
20. Leadership personnel in the school lead formal discussions
concerning instruction and student achievement.
1 2 3 4
21. Leadership personnel assume the responsibility of achieving
school goals and objectives.
1 2 3 4
22. Leadership personnel assmne the responsibility for improvement
in the school.
1 2 3 4
23. Assigmnents are planned to provide students with opportunities
for success.
1 2 3 4
24. Leadership persoimel minimize the number ofnon-instructional
interruptions in classrooms.
1 2 3 4
25. Teachers minimize the number of non-instructional interruptions
in classrooms.
1 2 3 4
26. Homework relates to instructional objectives. 1 2 3 4
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27. Instructional objectives are sequenced across grade levels. 1 2 3 4
28. Supervision is focused on instructional improvement. 1 2 3 4
29. School leadership personnel closely monitor student progress. 1 2 3 4
30. Analyses of test data are used in planning modifications to the
school instructional program.
1 2 3 4
31. Teachers use multiple assessment methods to monitor student
progress on instructional objectives.
1 2 3 4
32. Teachers use data from formal and infonnal assessments to
provide feedback to students.
1 2 3 4
33. Teachers use data from formal and infonnal assessments to plan
appropriate instruction for smdents in their classrooms.
1 2 3 4
34. Parent-teacher conferences focus on student achievement in the
basic skills.
1 2 3 4
35. Parents are supportive of the school’s instructional programs. 1 2 3 4
36. Parents visit the school fiequently. 1 2 3 4
37. Parents are informed ofpolicies and procedures of the school. 1 2 3 4
38. Parents rate the school as effective. 1 2 3 4
39. Parents are involved in the activities of the school. 1 2 3 4
40. Other than parent conferences and report cards, the school has
formal methods to communicate regularly with parents.
1 2 3 4
41. Please mark the letter that best describes your educational level
1. Some high school 3. Some college or technical
school
2. High school graduate 4. College graduate











Mr. Carlton M. Clem
522 Kingsgaie Ridge
Stone Mountain. Georgia 30088
DearMr. Clem:
Your request to conduct research within the Atlanta Public Schools i APS) was reviewed
by the Research Screemng Committee according to the guidelines. Your proposal entitled “A
Study of Low and High Socio>Economic Parents' Perceptions of the Effective School Correlates
in Selected Metropolitan AtlantaMiddle Schools” was approved under the following conditions:
1. Your study is confined to four APS middle schools. You must obtain the approvals of
the principals of the schools prior to beginning your study. If a principal does not approve of
your study, you may select a comparable APS middle school as a replacement. You should
repon the names of the middle schools to the Department ofResearch and Evaluation.
2. Your study consists of a survey instrument to be administered to a random
sample of parents from each middle schooL No smdeutswill be involved in your study.
3. You should be aware that APS schools cannot be considered “high or low socio*
economic level schools” based on their location in the city. A large percentage of students
are bused to schools, while students living in some neighborhoods may be attending schools
ounidc ofAPS. Therefore, generalizations made on the basis of high or low socio-economic
level of schools as described in your proposal would be invalid. Results from your survey
would represent the responses of selected parents in selected APS schools only without
generalization to the population of APS. Free and reduced lunch status is only one variable
used to determine socio-economic status of students or parents and must not be the sole
criterion used.
4. You are requesting that the survey instruments be sent home to parents via students or
distributed at PTSA meetings. Activities related to your research study will not interfere with the
ongoing instructional program or with the state and local tesung programs.
5. Students, parents, teachers, and other APS staffmembers can participate in your study
only on a voluntary basis.
6. The confidentiality of smdents. parents, teachers, other .APS staff members, the
schools, and the senool system must be ensured. Pseudonyms for people and the schools, as well
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as references to APS as "a large urban school system." are required in the title and text of your
final report before publication or presentation outside of the school system.
7. If changes are made in the research design or the instruments used, you must notify
the Department ofResearch and Evaluation prior to beginning your smdy.
8. Data collection for your smdy should be completed by the end of the 1998-99 school
year.
This letter serves as official notification of the approval of your proposed research study,
pending the above conditions. Remember that a copy of the results of your completed smdy
should be submitted to the Department of Research and Evaluation. Please contact me at i404’i
827-8186 if I can be of further assistance.
Nancy J. Emmons. Ph.D.
Researcher
NJE;dd-#264
xc: Dr. Alger Coleman
Dr. Nancy Amulem-Marshall
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